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Abstract: 
A recent British trend has been the growth in HE photography courses with a concurrent emphasis 
on industry skills and commercial career outcomes (Edge 2009). And, although pedagogic 
approaches to practical material have adapted, the theoretical material can be seen to be woefully 
lacking. Calls for a re-examination have indeed been made (Haeffner 2008, Newbury 2009, Edge 
2009, Bate 2010), but little has been offered that is not simply a rearticulation of the already 
dominant theoretical models.  Rather than relying on the well-trodden models that promote either 
photographer as visionary or an emphasis on meaning generation, it is proposed that photography 
theory should look to the breadth of approaches found in film studies, particularly in relation to 
commercial production. The two areas for development particularly advocated here are genre 
studies and industry analysis in terms of production and distribution.  Since most commercially-
bound photographers work within industrial structures and constraints, both of these approaches 
would facilitate an understanding of creativity and innovation in this context. This would open up 
areas of photographic study that have thus far been largely ignored by academics and, further, 
would facilitate a closer relationship and dialogue between theory and practice in the educational 
context.  
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In Spring 2009, the Photography Education Symposium held at Southbank University focused upon 
the current state of photography in Higher Education (HE). The journal, Photographies, subsequently 
dedicated its September issue of the same year to those discussions. The key areas of concern, as 
suŵŵaƌised ďǇ DaƌƌeŶ NeǁďuƌǇ, ǁeƌe ͞the plaĐe of photogƌaphǇ iŶ the uŶiǀeƌsitǇ, […] the politiĐs of 
education, and the contemporary challenges faced not just by educators but also by students and 
gƌaduates͟ ;͞Iŵage, TheoƌǇ, PƌaĐtiĐe͟ ϭϭϳͿ. OŶe ƌeĐuƌƌiŶg theŵe ǁas the ƌelatioŶship of theoƌǇ to 
practice in the HE context. 
A point that underpinned these discussions was that photography degrees have been a relatively 
recent addition to the academic portfolio of HE courses, often having begun life as technical 
diplomas. As a result of this shift, course content has been debated, rethought, and restructured. 
Regarding the 20th century movement of American art instruction from art academies to HE, Howard 
“iŶgeƌŵaŶ oďseƌǀes that: ͞[T]he uŶiǀeƌsitǇ͛s deŵaŶd foƌ the pƌoduĐtioŶ of kŶoǁledge – indeed its 
takeover of the training of artists, its fashioning of art as research and art criticism as science – 
ďeloŶgs to the speĐializatioŶ, adŵiŶistƌatiǀe ƌatioŶalizatioŶ aŶd ͚pƌofessioŶalized tƌeatŵent of the 
Đultuƌal tƌaditioŶ͛…͟ ;ϭϱϲͿ. Aƌt aŶd desigŶ degƌees, theŶ, haǀe ďeeŶ sloǁlǇ iŶĐoƌpoƌated aŶd 
tƌaŶsfoƌŵed to ŵatĐh the ďƌoadeƌ ageŶda of kŶoǁledge pƌoduĐtioŶ thƌough ͚iŶǀestigatiǀe pƌaĐtiĐe͛, 
an agenda that has sat uncomfortably with traditional iŶstƌuĐtioŶ of the ͚teĐhŶiĐal aƌts͛, including 
photography, in many modern, Western, educational cultures.  
For photography courses, HE credibility rests significantly with theoretical engagement, most often 
ĐhaƌaĐteƌised ďǇ ͚ĐƌitiĐal͛ appƌoaĐhes deǀeloped by Cultural Studies and Poststructuralism in the 
1970s and 80s. My own degree in photography commenced in the Autumn of 1991 at Concordia 
University, Montreal, a programme that was just eight years old at that stage (Fig. 1). The first 
written assignment set in our introductory History of Photography was a critical engagement with 
JohŶ Tagg͛s Burden of Representation, published three years earlier. A second, seminal text 
eǆaŵiŶed ǁas ‘olaŶd Baƌthes͛ ϭϵϲϰ seŵiotiĐ ƌeadiŶg of a PaŶzaŶi adǀeƌtiseŵeŶt, a ďƌaŶd of ͚ItaliaŶ͛ 
pasta aŶd pƌepaƌed sauĐes aiŵed at the FƌeŶĐh ŵaƌket, iŶ ͞‘hetoƌiĐ of the Iŵage͟ ;tƌaŶslated iŶto 
English in 1977). His analysis ultimately provided the means for a critique of advertising imagery, 
aŶd, iŶ liŶe ǁith Tagg͛s pƌojeĐt, Đapitalisŵ. [INSERT FIG. 1 HERE] 
These teǆts, aloŶg ǁith ViĐtoƌ BuƌgiŶ͛s Thinking Photography, “usaŶ “oŶtag͛s On Photography, John 
Beƌgeƌ͛s Ways of Seeing aŶd Baƌthes͛ Camera Lucida, along with a canon of key photographers, 
estaďlished ďǇ BeauŵoŶt Neǁhall͛s The History of Photography (see Crow), formed the cornerstone 
of my own photographic education. Likewise, the Cultural Studies concepts at work in many of these 
texts formed the foundations of theoretical discussion in some of the earliest degree programmes in 
the UK, iŶĐludiŶg ͞seŵiotiĐs, stƌuĐtuƌalisŵ, poststƌuĐtuƌalisŵ, togetheƌ ǁith LaĐaŶ͛s psǇĐhoaŶalǇtiĐal 
ŵodels͟ ;MĐWilliaŵs ϮϱϬͿ. AŶd ŵaŶǇ of these teǆts, oƌ teǆts derived from these larger projects, 
form the cornerstone of much photographic theory taught today at HE level. But as course numbers 
grow, along with an increasing number of professional specialisations, the theoretical research has 
not kept pace in scale or breadth. Reading lists gathered for this research1 show continued reliance 
on these key texts where they appear for all courses regardless of course orientation – fine art, 
commercial or documentary.  
My argument is that photography theory has not developed the scope of its subject matter nor 
developed its theoretical horizons sufficiently. Poststructural and Cultural Studies models of 
meaning analysis and ideological critique supported by those early key texts remain the form of 
much current research. The limitations of the continued reliance on these models are both academic 
and pedagogic, especially with reference to the commercial photography sector.2 An engaged and 
empirical form of analysis of commercial work, practice and industry is lacking in this research 
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tradition. Such a gap in research does not constitute a complete void on good material with a 
commercial focus. Although I am not including photojournalism in my definition of commercial here, 
it is an aspect of mass-produced and consumed imagery that has significantly expanded its research 
base, particularly under the larger umbrella of Media Studies. There are some excellent historical 
studies of ĐoŵŵeƌĐial iŶdustƌǇ ;BƌoǁŶ, Fƌosh, JohŶstoŶ, MĐCauleǇ, JeŶkiŶs ͞Iŵages aŶd 
EŶteƌpƌise͟Ϳ, and some notable contemporary studies (Lien, McNamara). There is also one 
substantial sociological study of ĐoŵŵeƌĐial photogƌapheƌs͛ working practice published in 1978 by 
Barbara Rosenblum. This text certainly has the potential to offer a useful historical base from which 
to investigate contemporary practice. But given that such studies are limited and sporadic in nature, 
I will argue that Film Studies can serve as a model as to the breadth of both subject matter and 
methodological approaches that photography studies should emulate. 
These limitations impact upon the theoretical material available for teaching on commercially-
focused HE photography courses, where students are expected to engage with theoretical ideas and 
arguments. Aside from the uniformly-listed, aforementioned texts, there are contemporary works 
that appeaƌ ƌegulaƌlǇ oŶ ƌeadiŶg lists aŶd that do foĐus upoŶ ĐoŵŵeƌĐial ǁoƌk. Liz Wells͛ 
Photography: A Critical Introduction, a text that appears systematically on reading lists, contains a 
section entitled ͞“peĐtaĐles aŶd IllusioŶ: PhotogƌaphǇ aŶd CoŵŵoditǇ Cultuƌe͟ ďǇ AŶaŶdi 
Ramamurthy. The 2015 edition covers celebrity portraiture, paparazzi, stock photography, 
advertisements, fashion and tourism, representing some popular aspects of commercial 
photographǇ. A seĐtioŶ that is paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ apt is ͞The CoŶteǆt of the Iŵage͟ ǁheƌe siŵilaƌ issues 
regarding the neglect of production context are discussed (280-283). But the discussion had within it 
emphasises the gaps in photography theory even more acutely by what it doesŶ’t contain. The 
literature to which it refers primarily date from the 1980s and early 90s (for example Nye and Slater) 
ǁith a ŵeŶtioŶ of OsďoƌŶe͛s ϮϬϬϯ studǇ. Older texts can, of course, be valuable, but the fact that an 
updated edition of the book continues to rely on these texts rather than contemporary ones 
suggests a paucity of current examples and studies upon which to draw. In addition, although the 
discussion refers to ĐoŶteǆt, it doesŶ͛t eŶgage iŶ aŶǇ eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh Ŷoƌ does it disĐuss much 
ǁithiŶ the Đited aƌtiĐles. ‘aŵaŵuƌthǇ ǁƌites ͞The ǀast aƌƌaǇ of ĐoŵŵeƌĐial iŵages has…ŵade theiƌ 
contextualisation increasingly difficult. It would be impossible to contextualise them all. Information 
about production is not always available, and this increases the reality of consumption over that of 
production͟ ;ϮϴϬͿ. As such, the analyses within are more concerned with reception than production 
and make broad generalisations about power relationships between producers and consumers with 
the focus upon meaning production. Little is said about the production of the images themselves. 
The work discussed, as is often the case when commercial imagery is highlighted, is largely there as 
illustrations of ideological propagation. I would suggest that there is an underlying belief amongst 
photogƌaphǇ theoƌists that suĐh aŶalǇsis is the oŶlǇ Đƌediďle ͚ĐƌitiĐal͛ foƌŵ. But as other media-based 
disciplines have shown, an empirical understanding of the material structures which commission, 
create and distribute commercial work need not engage in traditional cultural critique (although it 
might) and still offer rigorous and scholarly engagement worthy of academia. Furthermore, they also 
demonstrate that it is possible to get to the mechanics of production, even when media institutions 
pƌefeƌ seĐƌeĐǇ, aŶd that is laƌgelǇ thƌough eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh. We just siŵplǇ haǀeŶ͛t doŶe it. 
Wariness of empirical methodologies as part of post-structural thought also plays a role in resistance 
to the types of analyses I am proposing here. Certainly forms of empiricism, as formulated in the 
19th and early 20th centuries, are problematic. But a more complex and nuanced engagement with 
empirical research has emerged over several decades. As Nick HaeffŶeƌ eǆplaiŶs, ͞The term 
͚eŵpiƌiĐal͛ has been a dirty word for a long time among many radical theorists but the word has a 
douďle ŵeaŶiŶg. It is used to ƌefeƌ to a doĐtƌiŶe ǁhiĐh tƌeats data as ͚faĐtual͛ ďut it also ƌefers to 
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data derived from experience (which may or may not be ͚tƌue͛ iŶ a positiǀist seŶseͿ͟ ;ϭϳϵͿ. 
Researchers in the creative fields are far more likely to highlight biases and limitations in their own 
perspective, more likely to acknowledge the limitations of the evidence gathered and the 
methodologies used, and are more likely to see their findings as small parts of much larger pictures. 
͞TheoƌǇ ǁhiĐh shoǁs Ŷo ĐoŶĐeƌŶ foƌ the eŵpiƌiĐal ďeĐoŵes a seƌies of ǀaĐuous geŶeƌalisatioŶs, 
while empirical research which shows no awareness of its theoretical underpinning risks relying on 
naïve and ultimately unsupportable assumptions͟ ;Haeffner 180). The approach proposed here 
seeks to negotiate a middle path by which theory and empirical research are more productively 
engaged with one another. 
I should make it clear that I am not arguing that courses do not occupy themselves with issues of 
industry. As many of the course descriptors outline, students are encouraged to research industry 
players, roles and relations, and to consider their own practice on an individual creative level 
alongside the genre categories and conventions within which they sit. But this practice in itself does 
not constitute theoretical engagement. Some of my own commercially-oriented students arrive at 
their dissertation wanting to address industry issues rather than engage in image analysis. Gathering 
good quality academic material that is directly related is tricky, and they spend much time looking at 
related disciplines and then applying it. This research strategy is not bad but is indicative of the lack 
of subject-specific studies. 
HaeffŶeƌ also addƌesses the issue. ͞[W]hat seeŵs to ďe ŵissiŶg is a ǁaǇ of talkiŶg aďout aŶd 
validating media practice that is not a form of contemporary art practice, underwritten by theory, 
but that is industrially based, as in most media practice which occurs outside galleries and 
uŶiǀeƌsities͟ ;ϭϴϱͿ. He does, hoǁeǀeƌ, offeƌ a ǁaǇ foƌǁaƌd. “iŵilaƌ to ŵǇ aƌguŵeŶt heƌe, he ŵakes 
the case for the wider adoption of deǀelopŵeŶts iŶ Filŵ “tudies, ŶaŵelǇ ͚ŵid-ƌaŶge theoƌǇ͛. This 
gƌoup of appƌoaĐhes iŶĐlude Đaƌeful eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh at the heaƌt of aŶalǇsis aŶd iŶ HaeffŶeƌ͛s 
ǁoƌds, ͞ŵid-range theoretical approaches usually have the advantage of placing a strong emphasis 
on the specific industrial determinants of a given film, video or photograph. Their insistence that 
each object of study is unique and distinct also provides a useful platform for the consideration of 
pƌaĐtiĐe as ǁell as theoƌǇ͟ ;ϭϴϭͿ.  
There is good reason for photography theorists to look to Film Studies as a model. Aside from the 
increasing synergy between still and moving image, film, as a medium, includes the production of 
everything from the most commercial output - independently financed exploitations movies such as 
Eat My Dust (1976 prod. Roger Corman) - to the most avant-garde – the classic Wavelength (1967 
diƌ. MiĐhael “ŶoǁͿ. DudleǇ AŶdƌeǁ eǆplaiŶs that ĐiŶeŵa ͞staŶds ďetǁeeŶ populaƌ eǆpƌessioŶs 
(magazines, pop music, TV) and the more considered and considerable arts (novel, opera, theatre); 
[…] between a corporate or an anonymous mode of production and the auteur mode it sometimes 
adopts from literature͟ ;ϯϰϴͿ. Film Studies, over time, has developed a broad range of theoretical 
approaches that can cover this span – everything from Historical Poetics and formal analysis, to 
Hollywood genres, production and distribution structures, reception and audience studies, as well as 
͚High TheoƌǇ͛ that iŶĐoƌpoƌates seŵiotiĐs, poststƌucturalism and psychoanalysis.  
Photography, as a medium, likewise boasts such a range, from the most commercial of cat 
photography such as the independently produced World’s Most Super AŵaziŶg ϭϬϬ% Aǁesoŵe Cat 
Calendar (photographer Kate Funk; graphic designer Brennan Groh, Fig. 2) to the highly conceptual 
work of Andreas Gursky or Jeff Wall. Photographic imagery is produced, distributed and consumed in 
many different contexts with many and varied structures at play. [INSERT FIG. 2 HERE]In a 
commercial context, these structures and processes can include technical practices and constraints, 
shoot location requirements and constraints, location of related creative or production services, 
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client briefs, budgets, genre conventions, advertising conventions, media buying practices, 
publishing destinations, target audiences, amongst many others. And, these different contexts all 
play a role in shaping the image in terms of form and content. What I am saying is hardly news.  
But photographic theory covers few of these topics, often makes huge assumptions about 
commercial production and consumption, and also has a tendency to make broad claims that lack a 
nuanced or empirically-founded understanding. Often, understanding the industrial constraints or 
context of an image interferes with a discussion of the free play of meaning that has been of greater 
aĐadeŵiĐ iŶteƌest, spuƌƌed oŶ ďǇ the eŵďƌaĐe of Baƌthes͛ faŵous ϭϵϲϳ aŶalǇsis ͚Death of the 
Authoƌ͛. IŶdeed, little dediĐated studǇ of the ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Đoŵŵeƌcial photography industry as a 
site of creative communication exists, Lien being a good example of the exception. Rather, most 
contemporary, commercial-industry-focused discussions are analyses that include photography as 
one amongst many strains of the so-Đalled ͚Đƌeatiǀe iŶdustƌies͛, ofteŶ situated ǁithiŶ ďusiŶess 
studies or economics. Although these studies have value, they rarely (if ever) follow on to look at 
creative production and distribution with the images or practitioners themselves taking centre stage. 
Two areas of analysis would be particularly useful to address the gap. The first area is in relation to 
genre and conventions. An earlier text that focuses on conventional structures in a commercial 
ĐoŶteǆt is Paul Messaƌis͛ Visual Persuasion (1997), but more recent work has been done in David 
Bate͛s ďook Key Concepts, published in 2009. The book appears on many of my gathered reading 
lists with a few modules being developed explicitly around its content, suggesting an appetite for 
such an approach. Despite being an introductory textbook, he sets out the case for photography to 
ďe uŶdeƌstood iŶ teƌŵs of its geŶƌes aŶd ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶs. ͞The adǀaŶtage to [geŶƌe studǇ] ǁas that it 
showed that genres were not only a basis for grouping types of work into a category, but also that 
those Đategoƌies Đould ƌeǀeal the ǁaǇ that theǇ opeƌate to geŶeƌate fields of ͚eǆpeĐtatioŶ aŶd 
hǇpothesis͛ foƌ speĐtatoƌs͟ ;ϯͿ.3 In line with this is an increasing body of literature that focuses on 
specific genres, notably fashion, still life (often incorporating food) and landscape. Some of these 
studies treat practitioners as creative auteurs rather than situating the work within its commercial 
production (e.g. Martineau). Others cast the photographic work of the particular genre under 
consideration within a critical/political light, with an underlying agenda to academically examine it as 
͚tƌaŶsgƌessiǀe͛ that legitiŵises it as aƌt ƌatheƌ thaŶ as ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶal aŶd ĐoŵŵeƌĐial ;e.g. Evans). In 
otheƌ ǁoƌds, its aiŵs, opeƌatioŶs aŶd ͚effeĐts͛ aƌe seeŶ as siŵilaƌ to those of aƌt, ǀieǁed as 
distancing itself, or even challenging, mainstream culture and its power relations. Work that might 
fall into clear-cut, genre categories as identified in a commercial context (say, high circulation 
magazine, catalogue or lookbook publications for instance) is often taken to be inherently 
problematic, a premise stemming from Cultural Studies-influenced critique. Both “hiŶkle͛s and 
Baƌtlett et. al.͛s ĐolleĐtioŶs of essays on fashion address the commercial imagery more directly, with 
many of the analyses of conventions serving as examples of their (pernicious) ideological nature. 
Even so, photographic genres and their conventions, as sites of industry form and creativity, are is 
still in early stages of developŵeŶt as a theoƌetiĐal liŶe of eŶƋuiƌǇ. As Bate Ŷotes ͞It is suƌpƌisiŶg that 
genre […] has Ŷot ďeeŶ takeŶ up iŶ photogƌaphǇ like it has iŶ filŵ theoƌǇ oƌ the studǇ of liteƌatuƌe. 
The idea that there are categories within cinema or literature is quite normal and genre operates as 
ŵuĐh iŶ shops ǁheƌe DVDs oƌ Ŷoǀels aƌe sold as theǇ do iŶ aĐadeŵiĐ studǇ͟ ;ϯ: eŵphasis iŶ teǆtͿ. 
One reasonable hypothesis as to why the academic literature on photography has not engaged with 
genre in any substantial capacity may be its roots and historical ties to art and art history. Bate 
hiŵself highlights the histoƌiĐal legaĐǇ of paiŶtiŶg͛s geŶƌe Đategoƌies aŶd it tƌaŶspositioŶ oŶto 
photogƌaphǇ͛s geŶeƌiĐ ƌepeƌtoiƌe ;ϰͿ. With the adǀeŶt of the aǀaŶt-garde and the prizing of 
originality, the categorisation of work into genres implies a lack of vision and its unthinking, 
 7 
 
uncreative, mechanical production. Indeed, Bate is quick to qualify his use of genre and convention 
iŶ oƌdeƌ to ĐlassifǇ aŶd desĐƌiďe photogƌaphǇ. ͞NoŶe of this is to take away originality involved in 
speĐifiĐ photogƌaphs; Ŷoƌ is it iŶteŶded to͟ ;ϰ: eŵphasis iŶ teǆtͿ. 
However, innovation iŶ ĐoŵŵeƌĐial ǁoƌk is Ŷot ideŶtiĐal to ͚oƌigiŶalitǇ͛ - certainly not in the avant-
garde artistic tradition (if the terminology itself is not an oxymoron). Unless one is using the term 
originality to simply mean something novel, then strategies that are fundamentally radical are often 
eschewed commercially as it often alienates audiences. Such practices, however, do not mean, that 
innovation does not occur. Certainly visual conventions, often specific to particular publications or 
product types (in photographic advertising), are identifiable and sometimes slow to change. But 
much like Hollywood film that repeatedly relies on a set of identifiable conventions in specific 
genres, there is also innovation, often coming from genre-mixing rather than something more 
radical. Much more could be written on genre-specific conventions, and on genre-mixing, which is 
arguably a significant method of innovation in the commercial industry. Such an argument is made 
by Caves regarding the creative industries but, like much of this type of analysis, the focus is 
primarily upon film and music; photography production simply does not feature.  
A comparison of two editorial food images, both illustrating pancake recipes, demonstrates the kind 
of understanding that this line of enquiry affords. If we begin with a conventional food image of 
paŶĐakes fouŶd oŶ the food photogƌapheƌ JeŶ ‘iĐh͛s ďlog Sweet Little Dish, we can outline the 
current conventions of food editorial imagery (Fig. 3). [INSERT FIG. 3 HERE] Most basically, food is its 
primary subject. The food is already prepared and shown in its final form, shot slightly from above, 
as if the viewer is sitting with the food in front of them at the table. It is lit from the left, using 
daylight in this case, with reflectors lighting the right-hand side. The composition emphasises the 
formal qualities of the prepared food on the plate, featuring basic shapes such as circles, spheres, 
lines and curves. It maintains standard conventions of balance whereby the colour and shape are 
distributed according to weight within the frame. The frame crops the props so that the lines 
become part of a more abstract design in the image. Further, it follows the well-worn food image 
convention of shallow depth of field, in widespread use since the 1990s.  
These conventions can vary, of course, depending on context. Many dishes are partially cropped, 
much like the well-kŶoǁŶ fiƌst editioŶ Đoǀeƌ of the BBC͛s Good Food magazine launched in 1989 (see 
image here). However, cookbooks such as Mary Berry’s Coŵplete Cookďook produced by Dorling 
Kindersley show the majority of the food as a complete dish, again shot from above or a high angle. 
These shots usually are coupled with a deep depth of field where all the elements are sharp. Also, 
soŵe iŵages atteŵpt to ĐoŶǀeǇ a ͚Ŷatuƌal light͛ souƌĐe, eǀeŶ ǁheŶ ƌeĐƌeated iŶ a studio ďǇ haǀiŶg 
evidently directional light, with some degree of softly delineated shadow. Further analysis would be 
able to show whether these are conventions determined by media form (magazines vs cookbooks), 
by period (the early 1990s was a transition moment in the convention), by publishing house (Dorling 
Kindersley vs BBC publishing), is one of a set of broader conventions (food images are conventionally 
Đoŵposed eitheƌ iŶ ǆ oƌ Ǉ fashioŶͿ, oƌ eǀeŶ ďǇ photogƌapheƌ ;soŵethiŶg ǁe ŵight ideŶtifǇ as ͚stǇle͛ 
oƌ ͚sigŶatuƌe͛Ϳ. NoŶetheless, giǀeŶ that these aƌe ĐoŶǀeŶtioŶs, ŵost food photogƌapheƌs ǁould 
recognise the stylistic characteristics, as would many consumers. 
[INSERT FIG. 4 HERE] CoŶtƌasted to ‘iĐh͛s iŵage is Piotƌ GƌegoƌĐzǇk͛s 2012 editorial for the food 
section of MeŶ’s Health (Fig. 4). It maintains some of the key features of the genre; most basically, 
its main subject is food. It features standard props such as a plate and uses the shapes of both the 
pƌops aŶd the food to Đƌeate a gƌaphiĐ ĐoŵpositioŶ, ŵuĐh as iŶ Fig. ϯ. GƌegoƌĐzǇk͛s iŵage is also 
shot in a studio rather than on location, like many of its genre. The camera is positioned at the same 
height as the food, rather than from an angle or directly from above, with more dramatic lighting 
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that allows for some level of shadow and is against a grey background rather than a bright, white 
one. Although less usual, the darker hues and tones are a convention found in food photography 
aimed at men. More striking, however, is the fact that the food is in motion with no human presence 
as an obvious catalyst, unlike, say, the documentary/lifestyle food images by Lis Parsons in Nigella 
LaǁsoŶ͛s Đookďook Kitchen, whereby she is shown in the process of cooking, manipulating the 
ingredients, and working in a home-like environment. The food is in its final form, about to be 
served, and yet completelǇ iŶ ŵotioŶ. He has takeŶ the ͚still͛ out of still life.  
This approach to food, however, can be seen as deriving its innovation from genre-mixing rather 
than something completely radical. The image certainly has the look of something heavily post-
produĐed, ďut GƌegoƌĐzǇk͛s speĐialisatioŶ iŶ high-speed capture is important in this context.  As 
such, he is using some of the technique and convention of contemporary sports photography – high-
speed capture of motion and frequently side on shots - and applying it to studio shots of food. This 
mixing of genres makes sense given the context of the magazine – MeŶ’s Health – and its readership, 
who will likely be visually familiar with the formal characteristics of high-speed capture sports 
imagery, with its high definition, bold colour, and the detail of rivulets of mud, sweat and tears. 
For those committed to the relationship between analysis and cultural critique, this line of enquiry 
may seem uninteresting, but such studies are academically significant. As the Film Studies literature 
demonstrates, not all genre analysis centres upon cultural critique. Along with an overview of socio-
cultural theories of Hollywood film genres, Neale (among the foremost theorists on film genre) also 
surveys an increasing emphasis on their industrial contexts of production that do not set out cultural 
critique as their end goal (231-255). Photography theory can and should do the same.  
Undoubtedly genres and conventions are discussed in both theory and crit sessions with students. 
But investigating these in a more systematic and overt empirical fashion, particularly in academic 
research, allows for greater understanding of innovation and the ways in which it evolves. And 
analyses of this kind are valuable in terms of understanding creative development and decision-
making, certainly within the commercial context. Such analyses can then also be transferred to 
theoƌetiĐal leaƌŶiŶg iŶ studeŶts͛ histoƌiĐal aŶd theoƌetiĐal studies as it has doŶe foƌ Filŵ PƌoduĐtioŶ 
students accessing Film Studies literature (e.g. Bartoni). 
The second area of analysis that is long-overdue is in relation to the commercial industry itself. As 
ǁith geŶƌe aŶalǇsis, Filŵ “tudies has deǀeloped this liŶe of eŶƋuiƌǇ iŶ ͚histoƌiĐal poetiĐs͛ ;JeŶkiŶs 
͞HistoƌiĐal PoetiĐs͟, BoƌdǁellͿ. UŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg iŶdustƌǇ stƌuĐtuƌes as a dƌiǀeƌ of ĐƌeatiǀitǇ, of 
production contexts that shape genres, of changing production modes, commissioning processes 
and distribution channels all help to illuminate the shape and context of the final image. It also, 
crucially, helps to understand practice in photography. This need in photography studies has been 
noted by Bate. Although not his pƌojeĐt, he ŵakes the Đase that ͞[t]he soĐiologiĐal aŶatoŵǇ of these 
institutions might reveal the systems by which photographs are produced, the arteries of power and 
decision-making, or even the creative space that photographers are supposed to occupy. Such a 
pƌojeĐt is pƌoďaďlǇ uƌgeŶtlǇ Ŷeeded…͟ ;ϭͿ. HaeffŶeƌ also poiŶts out that ͞It is ŶeĐessaƌǇ to 
acknowledge how much the underlying economy of the culture industries has changed since the 
theoƌetiĐal positioŶs of the ϭϵϲϬs aŶd ϭϵϳϬs ǁeƌe fiƌst aƌtiĐulated͟, aŶd ŵakes the foƌĐeful 
aƌguŵeŶt that ͞uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg the pƌoĐess ďǇ ǁhiĐh aŶ oďjeĐt is ŵade aŶd ĐiƌĐulated may be more 
important and interesting than learning how to interpret it according to certain well-worn concepts, 
suĐh as deteƌƌitoƌializatioŶ, OedipalitǇ, the puŶĐtuŵ, ƌelatioŶal aesthetiĐs etĐ͟ ;ϭϳϲͿ. 
Haeffner makes his case in terms of television, and some researchers situated under the broader 
auspices of Media and Journalism Studies have concurrently addressed industry research in relation 
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to photojournalism, not least because of the impact of digital technology and citizen journalism (e.g. 
Grayson, Caple and Knox). Such investigation has the potential to be illuminating in regards to 
commercial practice. After all, how images are produced surely makes a significant difference to our 
understanding of their design, their form, and their communication. For instance, Elaine 
CoŶstaŶtiŶe͛s editoƌial image from ͚Sarf Coasting͛ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ is ǀisuallǇ iŶŶoǀatiǀe ;see image here). It 
takes documentary genre conventions of wide-angle, models caught mid motion, excited, animated, 
exaggerated expressions of joy, evident flash, sometimes off-kilter (a style she developed 
photographing the club scene she was involved in) and applies it to fashion, a genre that 
conventionally is a display of structured design and control. It is possible to analyse it in this capacity. 
But a significant element to its production was the fact that the editorial was commissioned by and 
appeared in The Face, a magazine originally conceived of and produced independently by Nick 
Logan. He, and the few others working for him, often commissioned articles and editorials based on 
personal interest or creative idea rather than a market strategy. Logan describes his editorial 
appƌoaĐh: ͞I͛d ĐoŵŵissioŶ pieĐes aďout thiŶgs that ŵaǇďe I͛d seeŶ dƌiǀiŶg iŶ to ǁoƌk, stuff that ǁas 
iŶ ŵǇ head, aŶd pƌoǀided otheƌs didŶ͛t saǇ ͚that͛s ƌidiĐulous͛ ǁe͛d Đoǀeƌ it. It ǁasŶ͛t P‘-dƌiǀeŶ…. “o, 
it was very open in the magazine. Almost anybody could come in and say they really liked something 
aŶd ǁe͛d do it …. No Đoŵŵercial justification at all͟ ;Test PƌessiŶgͿ. These conditions meant that 
photographers who were often young and little known had the opportunity to produce work that 
didŶ͛t fit usual ŵagaziŶe fashioŶ ;oƌ ŵusiĐ oƌ poƌtƌait) conventions. These commissions paid little if 
any money, but photographers were offered greater creative control whilst the editors took greater 
risk in the imagery they were willing to publish. Constantine herself was commissioned by the newly 
appointed art director, Lee Swillingham, who followed in the footsteps of this editorial mandate by 
focusing on new talent and fresh vision.4 However, as Ane Lynge-JoƌléŶ has highlighted ͞Although 
niche fashion magazines are positioned outside the mainstream of fashion media, they are tightly 
linked to the wider fashion industry and do not work in isolation from the wider fields of fashion 
journalism, photogƌaphǇ, puďlishiŶg, aŶd ĐlothiŶg tƌeŶds.͟ ;ϴͿ This ŵaŶifestatioŶ of ͚alteƌŶatiǀe͛ ďut 
commercially-driven production reflects aspects of the independent cinema. And, like our look at 
genre and industry studies, the impact of independent production on creative output and artistic 
integrity within a commercial context is the subject of Film Studies investigation (Tzioumakis). 
Although the advent of new, independent magazines had a notable effect on the development of 
creative work produced, this path still represents an historically conventional route for commercial 
image content, at least for the 20th century. The advent of the internet and digitalisation has shaken 
practice, production and distribution across creative media more broadly.  
Let us ƌetuƌŶ to the Đase of FuŶk aŶd Gƌoh͛s 100% Awesome Cat Calendar. Until now this type of 
imagery has been found largely on greeting cards, wall posters (usually with accompanying 
aphorisms), in advertising intended to convey particular attributes such as cleverness, softness, 
cuteness etc., or on calendars. Historically, these have been produced by publishing houses whereby 
they conceive of a project, and they can opt to either use a staff photographer to produce the 
required imagery, commission a photographer to produce imagery according to a brief, or else 
licence stock photography through a picture library. The publishing house then deals with printing 
and distribution. 
Two things mark out the case of Funk͛s paƌtiĐulaƌ ĐaleŶdaƌ. One is the rise of user-generated image 
content across different internet platforms including Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, YouTube, 
individual blogs, web forums etc. Cat photography has come to play a large role in visual economy of 
the internet. As has been reported, cat images have been some of the most successful viral content 
(Dredge; SteinͿ. The iŵageƌǇ of FuŶk aŶd Gƌoh͛s ĐaleŶdaƌ fits iŶto the general trend that comes not 
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from publishing houses but from the public, with the iŵages͛ gently ironic humour contrasting the 
aristocratic reputation of cats with kitsch (Fig. 5) or over-the-top broody or philosophical scenarios. 
[INSERT FIG. 5 HERE] In addition, neither producer has been commissioned. Many photographers 
have historically acted as freelancers, but as the number of staff photographers decreases, the 
nature of how they work is changing. Funk and Groh have not only conceived of and developed their 
own creative idea based on cat photography, but they have produced what is a traditional product 
without relying upon publishing houses to realise the concept. They have raised money (and profile) 
through crowdfunding, particularly for the 2014 edition, - something more commonly discussed in 
terms of film. The production was promoted via Kickstarter with a promotional film (Fig. 6), and, 
aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the KiĐkstaƌteƌ statistiĐs listed oŶ the pƌojeĐt͛s ǁeďpage, FuŶk aŶd Gƌoh ŵaŶaged to 
raise US$25,183 from 1,119 backers (Kickstarter). In conjunction crowdfunding, the pair also 
developed a following for the product through social media, particularly reviews on blogging sites. 
[INSERT FIG. 6 HERE] In their case, Funk and Groh have not just been responsible for the production 
of the work, but have assumed the roles of an entire publishing industry chain. 
I am not arguing that theirs is a unique or individually revolutionary practice of independent 
production (and there is also a related story of changes to the publishing industry to be told in 
conjunction). Developing research in relation to social media as a form of display and distribution, 
although largely with respect to vernacular images and photojournalism rather than commercial 
content (Harper), highlights these broader shifts. But these changes to the production and 
distribution of commercial images have had an impact on what we see and where we see it. These 
shifts also affect practice and should be reflected in the theoretical learning of the HE education of 
future photographers. Many reading lists gathered for this research attest to the fact that issues of 
production and distƌiďutioŶ aƌe addƌessed oŶ a ͚hoǁ to͛ pƌaĐtiĐal leǀel ǁithiŶ HE photogƌaphǇ 
courses, but contain little material with theoretical engagement of specific industry practices, and 
certainly none that stem from empirical institutional analysis.5 
The difficulties for commercially-oriented photography courses in HE can be seen to have developed 
over time. Photography in the UK has historically been a small and insular community, with a deep 
diǀisioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŵŵeƌĐial aŶd ͚aƌtistiĐ͛ ǁoƌk takiŶg hold as eaƌlǇ as the late 1850s (Edwards) and 
becoming completely entrenched by the end of WW1 (Crow). Recently, however, there has been a 
significant growth in the HE provision of commercial photography studies. Although researchers 
should, arguably, be driven to expand the breadth of their field for the sake of knowledge and 
understanding, a significant motivation for the argument made in this paper relates to that growth. 
British HE courses are expected to have some component of theoretical and/or historical content, 
usually between 20 and 25%, my own course being typical. And again, as with our programme, most 
began life as diploma programmes in the Polytechnics, where the emphasis was on teaching and not 
research (McWilliams 240).6 
Whilst the courses that had an exploratory ethos (derived from the visual approach encouraged at 
art colleges) then moved into degree courses, commercially-oriented photography courses hung on 
to their roots in technical colleges, keeping the emphasis on skills and meeting circumscribed briefs. 
Hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁith the pƌolifeƌatioŶ of ͚post-͚ϵϮ͛ uŶiǀeƌsities, like the UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of GlouĐesteƌshiƌe, 
commercially-focused design courses including photography have grown.7 Some of these continue to 
offer a generalist study of photography with loosely defined outcomes, taking a more exploratory 
approach to visual development that is akin to other fine art disciplines. However, more courses are 
speĐifǇiŶg theiƌ oǁŶ iŶdiǀidual pƌofessioŶal foĐi. As Edge highlights ͞the ĐuƌƌeŶt shift toǁaƌds 
photography courses marketing themselves via commercial distinctions such as documentary, 
fashion or fine art ratheƌ thaŶ just photogƌaphǇ͟ ;206). She ĐoŶtiŶues to eŵphasise that ͞the ͚skills͛ 
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and employability agenda is already being used as a marketing tool for most of our photographic 
courses. So, on one level course publicity is tailored to recognize the need for specific skills that 
meet the ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts of eŵploǇŵeŶt…͟ (206).  
Although she goes oŶ to ĐƌitiĐise aĐadeŵiĐs͛ lack of engagement with such an agenda, I would argue 
that professional or commercial photography concerns have taken a more significant role in the 
curriculum. As with our own (and we are not alone), modules that emphasise business skills, client 
handling, meeting commercial briefs, not to mention work placement, are not just electives but core 
material. But again, these tend to remain practical in nature, with the research and reading focused 
around practical instruction. Maras eǆplaiŶs that ŵedia pƌoduĐtioŶ eduĐatioŶ ͞folloǁs a logiĐ of 
replication, simulation and internalization of industry techniques and format...͟ (97). Unlike fine art 
photography courses that, on the whole, do not explicitly coach their students in this way, 
commercially-focused courses actively encourage their students to see themselves within the realm 
of production and distribution channels. This pedagogical form can be seen to be at odds with 
Cultural Studies-derived theoretical content that almost entirely seeks to undermine the very type of 
production with which these studeŶts aƌe aiŵiŶg to eŶgage. Foƌ ĐoŵŵeƌĐiallǇ oƌ ͚pƌofessioŶallǇ͛ – 
oriented courses, research material and texts that integrate well with the ethos and perspective of 
their practical learning are found to be limited or even out-dated by many lecturers. Mine is not a 
call to jettison cultural critique within these courses but rather to expand research, methods, 
analysis and thought. And, many discussions between colleagues and conferences, external 
examiners and visiting lecturers confirm that I am not alone in this conclusion.  
I͛d like to addƌess two, somewhat opposing, difficulties that may arise as issues at this point. On the 
one hand, Edge makes an important point that the polarity and hierarchy still does persist between 
what is considered artistiĐ photogƌaphiĐ pƌaĐtiĐe aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵeƌĐial͛ pƌaĐtiĐe aŶd she aptlǇ 
suŵŵaƌises ǁhat aƌe aƌguaďlǇ iŵpliĐit ďut ƌeal attitudes. ͞To put it ďluŶtlǇ, oƌ offeƌ this up as a 
poleŵiĐ, iŶ fiŶe aƌt it ǁould appeaƌ that the aƌt photogƌapheƌ ĐaŶ ďe positioŶed as aŶ ͚iŶtelleĐtual͛ 
oŶlǇ if ǁhat ͚he͛ does is loĐated as Ƌuite diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ the eǀeƌǇdaǇ photogƌaphiĐ pƌaĐtiĐes of the 
commercial photographer, while in media studies, which cannot avoid studying the everyday uses of 
photography, academic or intellectual standing is signified by being above the ordinary consumers or 
ĐoŵŵeƌĐial photogƌapheƌs͟ (208). At the recent UK-based APHE (Association for Photography in 
Higher Education) conference, the commercial sector was referred to on more than one occasion as 
͚the daƌk side͛, aŶ attitude ĐoŵŵeŶted upoŶ iŶ audieŶĐe disĐussioŶs. “uĐh aŶ iŶheƌeŶt ǀalue 
judgement has affected the views on the theoretical needs of photography students, perpetuating 
the view that the Cultural Studies approach of understanding meaning and communication in light of 
ideological frameworks is the ideal intellectual training to make them critical practitioners. Williams, 
looking back on the development of theory within higher education photography courses, writes 
that ͞photogƌaphǇ theoƌǇ at the tiŵe shared with media studies the sense that its main purpose was 
as a critique of mainstream culture and media, while our students were often going out into that 
saŵe ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ͟ (126).  
CeƌtaiŶlǇ the ǀieǁ that ͚theoƌǇ͛ should ďe a ďitteƌ pill to sǁalloǁ foƌ studeŶts is suƌpƌisiŶglǇ 
prevalent, as is the theoretical prizing of work seen as politically or culturally challenging. Cat 
photography, for instance, has little academic credibility; the content is considered too cloying, too 
conventional, too commercial. Ironically, Cultural Studies, the foundation of much current 
photography theory and criticism, deals with popular culture as its main object of investigation. And, 
yet, as has ďeeŶ Ŷoted ďǇ JeŶŶiŶgs iŶ ƌelatioŶ to populaƌ ŵusiĐ, ͞ƌadiĐal is ďetteƌ thaŶ populaƌ͟ 
according to the hierarchies that are created by the Cultural Studies methodological toolbox. I would 
suggest that forms of analysis that do not engage, even implicitly, in such critical evaluation are 
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often viewed with suspicion. Empirical studies that direct analytical focus upon processes are 
peƌĐeiǀed as laĐkiŶg soŵe soƌt of ͚ĐƌitiĐal distaŶĐe͛. This distaŶĐe, it is iŵplied, ĐaŶ oŶlǇ ďe aĐhieǀed 
through evaluation that is politically inflected, especially in relation to commercial practice. My 
argument here is not to make the case for more positive endorsements of practice that derive solely 
from their vocational pedagogic value. Rather, I am proposing that valid evaluative judgements on 
commercial photography ultimately depend upon an accurate and comprehensive understanding of 
the underpinning production practices, and that the empirical investigations of these practices is of 
academic and theoretical value in their own right. 
On the other hand, a view also exists that the boundaries between photographic types, genres and 
practices have blurred or even disappeared, largely fuelled by the advent of social media and 
digitalisation. A broad claim invalidating boundaries in photography is one way for academics to 
side-step the persistent hierarchy of types of work. If we see images as defying categorisation, then 
in principle we can discuss any of them without the weight of moral or political judgement either on 
the images alone or on the intellectual credibility of the analysis. But to do so seems to me to 
misrepresent the true complexity of photographic production. Such a sweeping generalisation, one 
that sees all photogƌaphǇ as ͚ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ͛ ƌegaƌdless of ĐoŶteǆt, or even to argue that 
photogƌaphiĐ ǁoƌk that slides ďetǁeeŶ ĐoŶteǆts is ͚Ŷeǁ͛, siŵplǇ does Ŷot aĐĐuƌatelǇ ƌefleĐt the 
different facets of photography currently at play nor does it reflect historical knowledge of contexts 
of production. To see contemporary photography as without distinctions is disingenuous. Equally, 
keeping practices separate in order to perpetuate value-laden hierarchies is obstructive. Rather, we 
need to be able to have intelligent, informed discussion about the commercial image sector without 
the issue of intellectual or artistic credibility. 
My proposition here is not that photography theory should jettison the past or the projects based on 
meaning analysis and cultural critique that have so motivated much photography theory over the 
past 50 years. Nor is it to argue against forms of analysis that offer political critiques. What I am 
suggesting here should provide robust political critiques that have historically often relied on 
speculative analysis. Photography theory and analysis needs to expand and diversify in order to 
actively engage with the understanding of commercial production, particularly with an engaged, 
eŵpiƌiĐal ďasis that doesŶ͛t steŵ fƌoŵ the loŶg-standing hierarchy of photography types. 
CoŵŵeƌĐial photogƌaphǇ͛s foƌŵs of Đƌeativity should be investigated within a clear and detailed 
understanding of the industrial structures – both as constraint and enablement. Film is understood 
in these ways, giving the discipline both breadth and depth, and Film Production courses have the 
opportunity to delve into and across and wealth of cognate subject matter and theoretical 
perspectives. Commercial photography HE courses should have the same opportunity. 
Conclusion 
My argument here has been that photography theory should expand both its areas of investigation 
as well as its methodologies in order to tackle two key issues; in the first instance, it would address 
the notable gap in material that deals with the commercial image sector in a broader and less 
hierarchical manner. By looking to Film Studies as a model of theoretical diversity, photography 
theoƌǇ should look to the deǀelopŵeŶt of ͚ŵid-ƌaŶge͛ theoƌǇ that eŶĐoŵpasses eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh 
ƌatheƌ thaŶ siŵplǇ ƌelǇiŶg upoŶ iŶteƌpƌetiǀe fƌaŵeǁoƌks oƌ ďƌoad ͚ĐoŶteǆts͛ that laĐk eŵpiƌiĐal 
investigation. It should also include examinations of industry practice as a site for understanding 
Đƌeatiǀe pƌoĐesses aŶd ĐhoiĐes suƌƌouŶdiŶg ďoth foƌŵ aŶd ĐoŶteŶt. These ŵaǇ ďe ͚ĐƌitiĐal͛ iŶ the 
Cultural Studies tradition, but they may also be investigative and empirical and remain equally 
academically robust. Commercial images are abundant and widely viewed. They deserve the serious 
aŶd ĐƌitiĐal atteŶtioŶ that ǁas oƌigiŶallǇ pƌoŵised uŶdeƌ the ƌuďƌiĐ of ͚Visual Cultuƌe͛ studies. 
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In addition, such a broadening of engagement with research on the commercial sector, both in terms 
of genre and institutional analysis (and they are often related of course), could also facilitate greater 
theoretical breadth in the material studied by students on the proliferation of courses that offer a 
commercial focus. Whether this shift would make for more employable graduates is up for debate. 
The faĐt is, ǁe just doŶ͛t kŶoǁ siŶĐe the tǇpe of ƌeseaƌĐh I aŵ pƌoposiŶg ǁith ƌegaƌds to ĐoŵŵeƌĐial 
photography has yet to be developed in the first instance, and then integrated into theoretical HE 
study in the second. Ultimately, employability of graduates is a complex issue that is outside for the 
remit of my argument here. Rather the breadth of learning for students and depth of academic 
understanding, which should go hand-in-hand, are of more immediate concern.  
Notes 
1 Gathering reading lists was difficult as many lecturers are protective of the teaching content they 
have developed. I was only able to do so by stating that I would use them anonymously. I was also 
refused on multiple occasions. In total I gathered 37 reading lists from the same number of modules 
that are either just theory or mixed theory/practice. They come from 9 different courses that include 
3 strictly commercial; 3 photojournalism/documentary; 2 generalist; 1 fine art. Of these courses, 5 
have Skillset accreditation, but 7 of the 9 promote themselves in relation to their employability and 
industry destination of their graduates. All come from post-͛ϵϮ Bƌitish HE iŶstitutions, a year when 
many polytechnics and other Further Education colleges were allowed to become Universities. 
2 BǇ ͚ĐoŵŵeƌĐial photogƌaphiĐ seĐtoƌ͛ I ŵeaŶ ǁoƌk ĐiƌĐuŵsĐƌiďed ďǇ soŵe ƌelatioŶ to ĐoŵŵeƌĐial 
enterprise, i.e. either produced or commissioned work for advertising, branding, packaging or mass-
produced product sales such as magazines, calendars, clothing etc.; or else editorial content for PR 
ŵateƌial, aŶd editoƌial featuƌes, usuallǇ foƌ ͚softeƌ͛ ĐoŶteŶt ƌatheƌ thaŶ haƌd Đoƌe Ŷeǁs featuƌes. 
Scott makes the valid argument that all photographic work is commercial if it is part of a commercial 
transaction, be that as an image sold in a gallery, personal work that is funded, a documentary image 
that is sold to a newspaper, or a commissioned advertising image. Furthermore, he argues that if a 
photographer earns a living from photography, in any capacity, then s/he is a professional (i.e. 
commercial) photographer. I am sympathetic to this view, particularly regarding the problematic 
hierarchical values attached to the term commercial (the underlying issue to which Scott is 
responding). But sometimes the distinctions are useful, especially in this case where I am arguing for 
the engagement with a particular aspect of photography. Furthermore, the term is already in 
circulation, even if it is problematic, and most theorists would recognise the distinction I am making. 
3 Bate is referring to the work of Steve Neale, one of the foremost theorists on genre in cinema. 
4 EMAP did eventually buy the title in 19ϵϵ, tǁo Ǉeaƌs afteƌ the ͚“aƌf CoastiŶg͛ editoƌial. 
5 What I have found, at least in the collection of reading lists I have gathered, is that even the 
Photojournalism course that sits within a Media department does not appear to draw on the in-
depth empirical literature save for a few anomalies. All of the PhotojouƌŶalisŵ Đouƌses͛ ƌeadiŶg lists 
aƌe ƌeŵaƌkaďlǇ siŵilaƌ to those of otheƌ tǇpes of Đouƌses, aŶd iŶteƌestiŶglǇ dƌaǁ oŶ ͚fiŶe aƌt͛ teǆts 
such as Cotton. 
6 The first degree course was offered in 1972 at Polytechnic of Central London. Even the pioneering 
courses at Derby College of Art & Design and Newport College of Art were diploma courses for many 
years, the latteƌ aĐtiǀelǇ ƌesistiŶg ͞degƌee-ifiĐatioŶ͟ uŶtil ϭϵϴϵ ;MĐWilliaŵs ϮϱϬͿ 
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7 HESA (Higher Education Statistics Agency) data suggests a 39% increase in HE level Photography 
courses with a 37% increase in overall enrolment between 2008-09 and 2013-14. See Table 1b and 
Table 4 in particular on the HESA website. 
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